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cT^ PfT^ 8IT 1 ^ on?#H ^.1988 ^ SR 

^^wi w eti I en afk HRi^tH WT ^ ef^^i 3?Ri 'pdtp-ai htr 

^ ^ 311^311# ^ tft3lR^ wsff ^ ^ Y?T SR ! R% 3lk TJ^r^hfl ^ ^ 

^ ^ RT^ ^ wr cnffc^TI cR ^ t ^ Y# f 'I 

2. ^ HlMoil Viira-R^sm^ ^ ST^^FTR ^ fliRT 

•Rl^f^ fclfJl^ ^ 3Rto q5ff 3RFft Rliqf^RT R^ RR 31^#! RRT «R | 

3. R5t ^HRI^RT feiqPiRi PlHf^fed t :- 

Cl) RR RR HR R?t f^RftP 1 ^[^^.98 R^t Rlf^E^^I ^0 

/ 2 / 97-RRiM RTR SrfllRjfeT R?? RRT t i 

Cli) ^JR^R^ 3l%^Rdr ^ A^RRTR) 3^11) 'dovi'td ^ 1^, mRciJm ^ HlHel A clc^R R^ 
^ R?j^ cTRTR RT^ RRR RRT ^ ^ cl€tR RFgSit R^T cIRTR 3IRR R5Y^ c^ 
Wl ^ R>t RIIR^ I" 

Clii) R^Rf^ ^ cT^lR irJtR R^ ^ cTiSt ^ ^ Wfm t, Rf^ R? 

^ t I 

Civ) 3fBrPlRR ir r^^ r?! qf^RiRr ^ r^ t I 

(v) 5^ RTR^ ^ 3ER RT'?^ RdR ^ RK^R^^/^fcRRI R^ RR^ff ^ 

R^t t I 

(vi) R^tR 3ft^ fcl^ tM ^ R^ R^ R>Y% R§t ^ RR^RT^ c^^tR Rf^Slt R^ ^ 
Riite Rrirr ^ ^ ^fi^cl t I 

(vii) MRR«<f^qf RfT^ RI^ Rtcff R? elPJ^TI^ RRR tf ?R ^ R? RIRtI 1^ 

R^ t I 

4. ^?M€t ^ ^ ^ RTT ^HRi?n t 3fk R? R?TT RFIRT t R? H R^P II ^FqTCTTRT 

M((tjcr)yu| ^ f^HlV) 2 ^,98 ^ 311^ R^Rd '‘d<f)R R^q” ^ WFR %, f^I^ Rl (^R>'<U| 

^ ^ RRtRTRM %lt RR ^ RIT% RI^’ ^ R'lfiR^-^m ^ SfUH# 

R5t sftl 

5- RlflrWiT RR 311^ RxR (#qR^) ^ RRf^ XJRJ RIR^ ^ 

a 2 ^,98 R>I Rlf^ RRT RT I R^, 3IT^ WT ^ j^RT 7 |Rt RT 1% 'JR^T 

R?r RRT^ ^ RglRtldl ^RT TIT3R cfk R? 3IRRiq RTT^ ^ sfl, f?fr^ 3n?t UR? 

^ ^ RR RR^ RTR^ ^HR?r RRlxjRdi ^ ^ RI I ^ RR R^I ^ ^ 

f^Rf^ ^ Rlf^lRRPR ^ 15 31^.99 R5t 3PR 311^ Rlf^ %RT RT 3lk R? RTk 

RT 1% PwfRd RTfe^ ^ RRlc^f 1 '^cll^,98 ^ RRT^I ^F>fr 1 Wlf T R? ' ^! RT^ 3tf^r^[TrRr ^ 

^ ^ ^TRRcT: f^RR tp? 1 x^d 1^,98 ^ HRl4) ^ t, tJ^RRTR ^ H i ^t ll ^d 

^r^r^^rt^^#?rrWr>>i t I 
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6. ^ t W^bR ^ BfwffecT ^ 3?gWf ^TraPTRI ^ 

?Tlr?TlfeT ^ 5mT^ ^ ^ ^ f i tft^-^H^ if ^ {^CfTiTcTf ^ 

■?T^ ^r ^nl^raRRr ^ ^?fwT%cr ^ “ct^I^' all^ ^ wr ciiffy^^crr 

^J^b^fTRH M“llc^l eTPJ^ «b'<^ ^ feT*? 4lRa ^RJT 2JT | dMdl ^ ^ “dcTliJ 

y^ yfR 13jfR cT^ty y^jgy' c^ ^rf^rRryy ^r "^f y# yRyryr ^ afyniyi t w 

^ yn^ yr^ “y^' ^ ^ yy y^ff^yy y^y f^ t i 

7. yry^ 26 3[^,2ooo y^ ifgyd ^gyyi^ 3?Tytf^ y^ y^ sft ! 

^yyi^ ^ y^ ^3^ yy yy ynw ^ yyr t :- 
Riyr yr^f^r 

^l) ?yRT ^ yf^ ci^' ^ ^ ^r y4f^d feyr yyr yr i y^ #cM y "cbFff 
^ ^cf ^eyy' ^ srjyry yrr^ yi<A' y?t yy ^r yycT f^yr ^ i y? ^feysty ydy 
% I Mid—'H«i<€t yyRt ^ Ryyy^ yryfl ^ ^R Rh<Tl yty ^ yyy^ yyi^r—yy 

i> 3?^[^ RfyfRcT yyyr t afR gry ^ yy^ yr^ yyyt ^ ar^^yiY yff | 

(ii) 


(iii) 


(iv) ^ ^>yyy4^ ^ 3 tt^ y^l yiyyi y^t y^ yy^jiT t I 'lyyid:, y^Fit 

^ yyiy' yy yfR y ^yj'j «f(c<b cr^ty yidiyid yy uldiifcd yR% cpt sTiyry ^tt i 

(v) ?y yy> yRifty yrcft t i ^ yy> yiycfly yr^y^ aiyfy ^feyy affyer yyyyR^ 

yyift y5t t I ?y v^yd y>Tyt y?t ^jy: yy^y ywy (aiytd yfl41cfr/ 

xry#?ft) cf^ wft y5t f I y?^ yyyt 'R^tyr^cyF-y^" t afR ^rfpt 

y»r^ yirMy? y?ry ?Rtt i y^dJ^uj y^ t f% yNcfly yyy yry^ ir 
y^?T f^jyr stt yfR yei ddRi yyr yr i 

(vi) y? ’ft y^>a-fty t yiy^lq yyy ^ ^#ft^/ijy#fft yy? yyy y^-wit yft 

y5^ ciicl gyR M'ld ^ MRi<fly yrpr ^yidi ft 'cicTly' yiyr ft i 

(vii) ftftjyyft ^ yfedf^ ayfty ft yfy yyrftt ^ ft | vsyy yft y^yrycft ft 
^y^ ft fftj ^ 3^) ft 3(iv) y^ ft wft yyrdftf ft ftyft ft yfftycffti yffty 'yfty 
yryr dt^ftft' yrft ftyf yy yefts Iftyr yyr ft i ^ 3(v) yftf ft ^tyy: fftyftfty 


fttftftr yft yft yy yry yyyr-ftys' 5wft ft yyftyyift yfty yyft' -ftR 'fftftftr yyftt' 
ft fty yftft fty yftl yRyr i §ylcni, ftftftft yft fty—fty^ yyift yy fftyftyT yyfft 
ft ‘wff ft ^ wy' yft yrysfRoiT 3ryiyy> yft dpj, yRft yrfftq ? 

M'id'l yy “yftly' 3fR 'fftfty ynft yrft' ft wr ft yftfeyy fttyFy yFrfftftyy? yr 
ftlHi^cy», ftftl ftt Rftft ft, gRi vjii'ft yyFT—yy ft ar^yR fftyr ynyr yrfft? i yfft 
yft^ ftyy ft, yy yiRif^yy? ftygy yrt^jfft'yy ft yryyrft yft yifft^ i ftRir^gecb 
yff^fftyn ft yry^ry fftc<gd ft ^gyyy yft ft i fy yyy ft ftftft ft yft ft yn 
ft 3Fqxy 3JTyETiy ft i ftijyyft ft 2 '^^,98 ft 3TTft?T irt ftyd ^ ftftlyy cTfj^ fftxj 
yxj ft I y? ftftft gRT ffty yrj (ydy) yft ft arjyR yft ft yyy ft yft ftyy 
yiyyift yy fftdgd ft dftryjyy yft yr^yr ft 1 ftftft yft yyift fty ft 

tifty' ft 'sy ft ^4crft yfttyjy^y yft yyerft yft ftl4 arry^ycbdi -ift sft \ cft\>i:^yft 
ft 2 ^,98 ft ft yrjyR ft RyRr yyd yft yrrft t 1 ftftft ft 'yfty yy^’ 
!ji«y ^ Mdd yfty yRft yy ftyr fftyr ^ 1 
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rl^ ^ ^ ^ W t I FfTRT ^ 3?^ 

^ ancn t 4^ Pi^^IRd cic^tii qtrit ^ ^ anni t i 

^ 1^, ^ aiT^ ^ ^Rejt^ ^0 3® % aCiv) hih^ 

^ %. TTO 3(v) ciT^ ?tcn t I ^ ^hcjxppft ^ air^ 

^ HFf^ ^fTelcT PWViT t I 

SIRT^ cf}l'<M|^?H 

(viii) ^3r[^^“it#'fncFIT cZIETR cpy ^ici^ cbY-^ tl?! 1 wccdr 

‘zpprt ^ ^ TSfK ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 3IT?ra H^t SR I #'51cf[ aiT^ Wf rrK 
^ ■??T % 1 

Ox) ?hR ^I?t ^ aiT ^ TI^ ^ Tl^ ^FfR* ^ t afk cT^ ^ 

t I ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ yniRiH t i f^w?, 

MT?!^ tmn alR fcRii'aNicit'W ^ttr '3^^ ^'(?f 4 hh^ § i 

(x) Rt?ff ^ ‘cT^' RFfcTT 9IT | v3'^)4 aWTI Tpff^fiRJT cTli.'l’R^I ^ 

311^ ^ 3I^;TIR t I 

•RN^ 4t4gH Rm 

(xi) “cT^tR' Rldlilld ^ ^ R^ira^i Wft (^f3TR^) TI^ 4 f 1 d^ 

4)3fR4\ "'TT wil 145^ elPJ^ ^ f'4t4t€t '4 Ret ^tlK <*>'{*) t^i 

cR? ^ t ! 

(xii) 4)3 ir# 4 RRTii4 f4^4fRd c{r 4 ^ 4tcT ^ wnr^ hft^ #n l 
“cpFlt ^ T«Ild' f4>4t 4t d^ d^RTW d€f t I 

(xiii) ^ 3n4^ ^ ^4^ 3ira??i^>dT dff s?t i <af^ 4 ^4^ sjt, 'SRT 

^ 3IcTT d’?l<P ^ <pRcir^ ^ ufF I Mid—'d«t<S a?R dMig IfRRt ^ 

4 f4c11M»'r3IdlM?i|M> ■'HM'Wl A'cJT 1 

cpdtpTll M xl d 

(xiv) 4Wl4t 4'€twi4t ^ 3 it 4^ q^aid^^ diit ^3^3 it4^ 

dezRl: HFIT t, f^Tl4 w4 HT 3lR THR t I 

(XV) ^ HTR4 4 4\3IR# ^ f4e^ 31^ ^ 4 df{ 4^ 3IT 1 Ml-W{4“<4> mRm^-T 
afl^ riwRcp 44t M^r Rr^r MRRt-'fR^ (4t3iR41) <r] 

ancRRMJ t I 

(xvi) y!(|dR RitjR'Ji ^'t 4 4 'MidtMid f4r4 r?h mr sfri^ %■ ^ Rt^ki 4 i 4 >im1 
^ RjW «TT^4 ^ ^ RrJ dRd MRW t T d^tif ^ 4lRRJciM5 3i14Rrim 

4 qRRM 4) t 1 

(xvii) 144 ?t 3rr4 mr 4 eiRdT ^ t i af^f^d 4ld f44?T 

3tt 4 4^ ?R ^ i '3^ ar^sTHfr cfR yRyt^d RPrt rtr sr i MlRiR^cb 
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^ e[RT 3(16) ^ *£1^ WTlRcb cf^t MR*iim ^ ^ t, 

^ wIBlkt ^ “WRcT ^ ^ WtTT t I 

^ '?^r ^fiRv k) cJiwnsT £prv^kfR^t 3000 tjri^^r^d^ki t; 'Sfrkr 

oztrtR^ vh^mT ^ ^rRrf^k^ -flcjgn arf^iin ^ £?r?T 3(i6)^3id4d 
MRcT ^ ^ #*TT t I 

(xviii) f^# ^ Rerf^ ^T xafcdf^d uf?T^ ^ iTRRm angf^ ?tcTT t | % 

^ '3TrRT^ amRrqt ^ aik ^ f i 

(xix) ^ 'L«lMd ^ <4'f^v+i) ^ ^RcfT I §'d(c 1 <^, 

afRiRrcR ^ anjw? ^jht w «n | 

(xx) ^ ^ ^ 2.26 ^ w sii i 

f<?, i?*TR IM 3Tr^5ff ^ ^ HR ^ HcR sjRsm HT HeR H^fpT WT^ HH 
U5Jd '3dRT skl t 

(xxi) ?H ^ HR ^ f f% ^ 3?k?T ^ 3n?R wff MHIHHI ^ 

+k4 4 hRh4h sjllf^d ^ ‘cTtfk HRT HT^ vjRRiT ^ % afR ^HcT ^^HJTC6 

3(v) >3fck4r^cl ufFTuT HH c 4P^?RT f | 3Tk?T ^ 4 

iknrn?) 3(m) 4 knr hht t. ^ 3(v) irt ^bhir rt ^thri i 

afkH«f> €k£!*i41 arr^ <ziR5Tr ck (^fe-»Rt^ ■'jt'# | 

(xxii) ir 4 fl^ ^'t ^ ^ 3 ?^r ^k> I^ht t, ^Rg, 4 ^ 

Hprat 4 hr4 ^ hRhfh H^ncrq giB H F mti^i H>r 

RrI HT* ^ antfR ^ 1997 ^ ^ HRdf 4 CT^ HRHT 3nW cR 

knr s?T I 


8. 


HPT^ ^jfR-M-Sdlei ^ hRr RHS "'{Jddl ^ Tk4 4 sfR RHH EZJR 

kxj ^ ^ aTTBR tRf RfRf^Rgu RejRr ^ t :- 


(l) kcfRkk RTRHT ‘ckk' afR Rk HTcf' 4l?ff ^ ^ Wf 4 ^ 

3TTte?RT ^ f^HT^ 2 ^^,98 ^ 3rk?T ^ HTR^ t I e^%H, H? 

t f^ H? wm\ arkR ^ wrt nff t, hRh> ^ 

>3^ cqKsMI aik 5RtH ^ ^RR[ ^cRRf t I ^ 4t St, H? t ^ 

aiT^ XTH) R«ifrf ^ we: hr 4 ^ ?Tr, viBH? Rk%r i^tRt ^ feR aiHH? 
RTcT HTJT I 

fu) ^j'fRftan^ kHf w t, H6 H^HT ^ h€T t ^ ar^R ^ 

3nH?HWr H# sft I ^ WlrRt 4 ^ HTH^ 4 hRhTTO# ^ ^f^H>Vl 

H>t ^'ftMdl eRJ^HR^ ^ HFT ^ | 

^) uRtt^j aikn^ ajk arracr H>RqR?R gRT ^ ^ knr hht t afr? wtr 
3lk?r gisq HFT 4 vdc^-ia kw W t R^FFBR 3Tk?T wRIHRR gRT 
dcTlil HRTHR H>t M\eMtRd Hr 4 ^ afRTH ^ HtRcT H% sjt ) Tfir H>r4 
RTI^ 4 RhIhcI BidWId lltOflfBd qJt 

Mfroifed 4l(cl ^ arjBR f^BT BBT BT [ 
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(iv) ^ ^ ^ 31^;^ ^ t 1 f^v?¥l ^ ^ ^ 

^3^ swm-tra ^ yfucfi t i wit ^ ^ 'wft ^ ^ 

WR' ^ 3RPT ^ ^ aftto ^ t I 

(V) ^ ^ ^ HWat if H^IMtI’I 3tf5lf^^4H 3fR dlRlj^ch 

aiRjpJilH ^^Icl f, ^ RTd«4H 3fT^ ^ 

3tfej|»*I"l ^ feiRf sfllf^^ ’T^ «fl fldJ*^ I 

■vS'Hlf^ iRRf FnfRT IKT %£IT W % 

TRTiff ^ STJftuRlsf awm #^IT^cc[) ait^lPm ^ 4 ‘cf€t^' #? 311^ 

wit ^ ^ ^ t 1 m we ^ t ^ imi'it 

^ ^ fcFv d^Fit ^ WFT' d5t 3idtjR^[| 3 ix<m<}> <f4) dP^ cFy ^ I 

^ an^ ^ ^ ^ rft 4 Tr>tt ^ ^3^ aritiwRi 

^ wi 4 wm f^ I ^ WEI 4 ^?igdci ^gwi^ ^ wra 

?I^ ^ f4^ W EH I f4f4f^ 3imW ^ 2 ^,98 w 

ajT^^T yf^ ^ ^ 4 ^ w^t^RR 44 ^ WET 4 srr 34? ^ 

^ ^ 4 # wd^Ei %4t widEiH m 3iterm w4 ^ ^ en i 

(vi) ^5^;, -dfodfe^ 4t?I 'fldgW HeiPi4^l<J> 4 ffRT yRFT-yof 4 f^tel ^ 4 ?TTf4eI 

^IcTi t [ ?wf^, 44 f4Rxict Wtn43f ^ ^ ft? ^ wet 4 t%4t yw? 

w 446 •T^t e'i'ii ^if%if I f^j'i 4t, dR v4?iif^ 4t4t€t ^rt tP6i ddi % 1% 

yRM-y^ airaf^jp ?ff? m wwr an, m 'srrtcT sigM* ^ ^ 4tcT 

^ TT^tq' ^fiH4 4 ^ WRn ^ I ^ "fw ^ t f4> 4[4t€t 4 wrri'i^ 

^ Tira WT w4 w^ ^ ^ I 

f4 4q<g ^, (4?{ii«mesw wi afk yRi4lM wr rjrt ^ URFm afR ^ 
(aw?! WFt) wit 4 w4 4 4 ct ^ 'ci€iq’ d4 rf^cr 4 y 4 f i 4^ 

^ ^ wi 4t4€t ^ Ti4k' 4rcr 4 w 4 rfrit «ii i 

(vii) w ^ 4 rt— w^ ^^114 r 4 f^d^d aiePT w4 4<9I wtt ttwtt, 

^ ^ t I ^R^lPSr^ MRc»v.td ^ d4 dlwRcb 44r (4 ri-w^) w f44il 

w4 ^ wit-W5 5r*iT4 y? ^>h4 sri ^fR [4^i vjiiri riw 4 eR 4 i 

^ ^ ^ f^RJT ^3^ ^ ^ TRST -gWcT t, oftf^ “JUcTFITcr 1^ -sm 

w Wkr t* 4 f4^ ER ?ngd^ RieiRr ^ ^ 3[ra?Rd> t. 4 ei t i w 
4>Hit—WiS y*ii4 ^ fci'i '^4*w % alR 4d—4d<s yRT4 4 fenj ^i€f i 

(viii) 'eRc| ^m[Rd> uisRjfr, “ei^ -m^ ^ cRgif 4 444cr 4Wl^ w wt 
f4x(Rr6SRi 4 wi?Ri Rifl f afR "dfi ^ ^ t 1 

^) ‘cf^Ri iJidi d 16441" w \5c4i'{9 w4 di4 44?Ry^ 3 ti4?i ^ ^twief 3(i) 4 3(iv) 

alR 14f4f4^ arerfii 4 di6441' w ^3c4^ ^r 4 yi^ 4?nny> 3 (v) 4 

441^ 3n45^ w w> ^ ^ t \ 3it4^ w 4^' ^ 4 yf4i#3 

^ 441 4Pl4f ^ f^RTJ^R 511144 t :- 

> wtf«i ?n64^ yT4 ^tr4Ri 4ct w 4tRT^^ yRy4^ an45T 4 anEiR XR 
mR44h I 
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c||c^' ql^ cCT *16lPl<^^fiq> ST?T 'f^Pif^td 3Tgi^ 

cnf#fr ^ arjw? qf^^tPr i 

1%^ VUI*^ ifJcT ^ *I6lPt'5!?f^ gM ^jIT^ ‘^T^ 71^1 

dl§+l'H' ^ 313^ mRcJc^h I 


3(V) ^ ^ ‘cT^Rl' 7^ WT 4 

vJT?!^ ^ JTRcTf ^ ^llRel a?! | cPRtrr f fcfJIiT W 

air % ^ Tfpfi^ ^ 31^ cj>Mf^vii 3ira!?Ji4> ^ i ' qRqf^d 

'jI^NV ^ ^ T[T^ ^ ?rifj|d ^3^ ^ SIT I 


?*TT^ 2 ^,98 ^ arr^ i{ cRpft C^ c=r^ ^ ^cRI^ ^ ^3e^ fcl^ \3fT^ 

^ tM ^ ij qRcrcid 3nt?r/oni#H^^R^^y%irr^fcff^rf^qR^ 
^ air I 7T^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ '^rpd 

f^5^®lcll ^ «ivjilq 43Nif)' ^ ^ ^ uTT^ dlf^ 1 


(x) vh?TT% ti 5 ^ MQ^<a W t 2 ^,98 ^ an^ ^ GTRITT cT^ 

qidlqicf ^IjT Hlcdlf^cf ^'<*11 air I <1lPif^cj3 •^cfgd aiPjPlqq ^ JIT^aipft ^ arj^TR 
^ffcT—'H^.g ilMl'i'l ^ wA|'l'jf'ir4 dcTlil' ^ 3 t4 'X^ trpt 3 pjj ^iRcft^ iRPT 

?ra5' fcnir wrr % i 5 ^ Hy^vni %3 f^R^r sTaiyr vj?t^ 3 ^ yji 

% J 4>|4 yidl rjyj ■’TRcfn? ^RRI % “yRd^ iRPT cf^ y?! 

wdt t; riw ?Ty9 ^ dtily 7#4t, Wcfry sMyr wf? ^ ^ 

^ ^ I ^ ^ WI^ ^ xfr^ wft ^eTlf ^ ^ SIT 3fR 

§'df^'s*< §’d+l ^ q^tr^yuj CR 4))^ ffHiy q^IrpT I \5^^4d ^yfliJIXT) 

5(vi) Xf^ Vlcvl^ %?IT W t 4KT ^ t fl? B4 tT Wff % 

’iT^Rfh? ^RRT qKi4)M 94?r f^ynr afR ^ ^ ^ ^dRi w i 

(xi) '« 3 <Id 'gdqi^ ^ 4 rRPT4?[ WcRI ^ ^ 3 ?T^ tRI ^ 

Rjqt an; fuRT^ 313^ 'Midiriyui 45Tyt c^ ^ MHcfl ^ 1^4?! vtl^ ^T^' 
^■itcit *fldi vj^idi sfT I ?i? 3T34?r ^ ydd y4f^w ^ ^ly^f gij 

■^Twf?^ ^ nR RwRteiT y5t 3J(4 Ri c^ ^R°tih'W>^)I 4 f^?gr^ ^?Tr fr i vjqj^d 

^ 3lldlci> 4)RI?T RaiRr cR ^?TfR Rtit Tjp^ I 

Rj# ’ft ^idci ft, 'HV4>iy 4>T ynftyjrft qRy-Pi ^ roRl^^ ^ wRRri) Rii yiRichN 
^ ^ #fftcr 4R ^fmKiT I 

9- MR«h*id; ^ vJM^cfd yilSRlt 4ft ft? 71? WlRry^yu) ft?Rf ^RT^cR cITfRT 

fcrfft^ ffRT W't^ct 3Il^qd 441 nft 4Rnr ft 3fk #4t€t ^ 373^1^1 4 ft 4RcrT t 1 

10. 4ft v4T?fT t fft> ftRT-'fR^ wft 4ft 4^ 7^ yftWFTrsJ ^ 'yftyd 

ftlcft ^ 1 v5cni^.98 ^ “d^ ftld 4T4T 41?? I 

11. da2I ^ 414^^ % 4? 41444 3Tlft?T ^ IftqdTTTT 4TTdT t, RRrT 3Tfftoyfft^ 
^ at'WScidiaft ^ <!bfft4f 4ft 4Rft ^ Rn? 2 4J4,98 ^ 3nft?r 47 j ft^d fft4R-fft4^ 

45 ^ 344744? ?l4T I 4? ■ 4 ^ ft ^ 3r4 4^ 5RT \3c5I4 44 3F4 3 ^ 4ft ftr ?ITfftcT 

§*» 414 R ft 'd'lu ^S4 ^ fftdR 4 R 4 T I 


4?T. -dm, a!T«ZT^ 
[fq5TrR/3/4/3TnmiRI/143/2000] 
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TARIFF AUTHORITY FOR MAJOR PORTS 
NOTIFICATION 

New Delhi, the 25th May, 2000 

No. TAMP/12/2000-CPT.—In exercise of the powers conferred by Sections 48, 49 and 50 of tlie Major Port 
Trusts Act, 1963 (38 of 1963), the Tarilf Authority for Major Ports hereby disposes of the application made by 
M/s. Shiva Marketing Limited, as m the Order appended hereto. 

SCHEDULE 

Case No.TAMP/12y2000-CPT 


M/s. Shiva Marketing Limited 


Applicant 


Vs. 


The Calcutta Port Trust (CPT) 


Respondent 


ORDER 

(Passed on this 12th day of May 2(XX)) 

This case relates to an application dated 5 January 2000 from 
M/s. Shiva Marketing Limited about their coastal vessel MT.SANZIO being 
charged Toreign-going’ rates by the CPT/HDC. It has been stated that their 
vessel M.T. SANZIO was operating between Paradip / Haldia and Budge 
Budge during the period October 1998 to September 1999. Although, the 
vessel was a foreign flag vessel, they have obtained a coastal voyage licence 
from the D.G. (Shipping). The licence was obtained in June 19^ and was 
extended from time to time, it was a dedicated coastal vessel and had been 
carrying POL products of IOC between Paradip Port to Haldia Dock and 
Calcutta Port. But, the CPT and HDC are classifying this vessel as foreign - 
going and charging tariffs as such. 

2. In accordance with the procedure prescribed for processing of 
such cases, the CPT was requested to offer their comments on the application 
of Shiva Marketing Limited. 

3. The relevant comments of the CPT are as follows: 

(i) . The Scale of Rates of the CPT have been superseded by the 

TAMP’s notification No.TAMP/2/97-MPT dated 1 July 98. 

(ii) . Paragraph 3(iii) of the aforesaid Notification states “in case of 

such conversion, coastal rates shall be charged by the load port 
from the time the vessel starts loading coastal goods.” 
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(iiO. A converted coastal vessel can enjoy coastal marine rates only 
she carries coastal goods. 

(iv) . The Customs Act defines coastal goods. 

(v) . In this case, the vessel carried foreign cargo from another Indian 

Port to Calcutta/Haidia. 


(vi). The entire exercise to charge differential rates for coastal and 
foreign vessels is to offer certain economic concession to coastal 
goods. 

(viO. Under these circumstances, marine charges meant for foreign- 
going vessels are charged on these vessels. 

4. As can be gauged from frie replies of the CPT, it is seen that the 

problem has apparently been caused by the phrase “coasfol goods” used in 
the Authority’s Order dated 2 June 98 in which the Authority had prescribed a 
system of classification of vessels as ‘coastal’ and *foreign-going’ for tariff 
purposes. 


5. The Order in reference of the Authority was passed on 2 June 98 
with reference to a case relating to the Chennai Port Trust (CHPT). Although 
the Order specifically stated that the system of classification prescribed therein 
was for common adoption by all the major ports, there was still doubt in the 
minds of some ports about its applicability to their cases. To remove this 
confusion, the Authority passed another Order on 15 April 99 clarifying the 
position and reiterating that the system of classificatjon prescribed would be 
effective from 1 July 98. With reference to this clarificatory notification, the CPT 
appears to have taken some decisions on the subject with effect from 1 July 98 
which has caused further confusion about rates being revised with 
retrospective effect. 

6. It is well known that, in accordance with Government’s stated 
policy, some concessions are given in vessel-related charges for encouraging 
coastal traffic. The Order in reference of the Authority was passed to introduce 
a uniform system of classification of vessels as ‘coastal’ and ‘foreign-going’ in 
the context of these concessions in vessel-related charges. But, the CPT 
appears to have laid emphasis on the phrase ‘coastal goods’; taken recourse 
to the definition given In the Customs Act of ‘coastal goods’; and, classified the 
vessels with reference to the ‘goods’ carried. 

7. A joint hearing was held in this case at the CPT on 26 April 2000. 
The main points raised at the joint hearing are summarised below: 

Shiva Marketing Limited 

(i). Our vessel was earlier classified as ‘coastal’. But, the CPT has 
now changed to ‘foreign-going’ rates with reference to ‘origin of 
the cargo’. This approach is wrong. The concessions are given 



10 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : EXTRAORDINARY 


[Part III— Sec. 4] 


in vessel-reiated charges; and, the status of a vessd is 
determined by its Certification aruJ not by the cargo it carries. 

00- The Scale of Rates of CRT does nc^ make any distinction 
between ‘coastal cargo’ and ‘foreign-cargo’ for purposes of 
cargo-related charges. Why should the CRT suddenly introduce 
a concept of ‘origin of cargo’ and for determining vessel-related 
charges at that? 

(ill). Classification of vessels as ‘coastal’ or ‘foreign-going’ must be 
determined with reference to the Certificate issued by the Director 
General of Shipping or by the Customs as the case may be. If 
there is any doubt, provisions of the Merchant Shipping Act must 
be referred to. The provisions of the Customs Act are not 
relevant at all. The CRT’s Scale of Rates corrtains clear 
provisions in this regard. The 2 June 98 Order of the TAMR only 
introduces some modifications. It does not supersede all the 
relevant provisions of the Scale of Rates as (wrongly) claimed by 
the CRT. There was, therefore, no need for the CRT to alter the 
earlier classification of our vessel as ‘coastal’. Even with 
reference to the 2 June 98 Order of the TAMR, the position does 
not change. The CRT has introduced confijsion by rrjisapplying 
the phrase ‘coastal goods’. 

(iv) . The CRT has not appreciated the spirit of the TAMR Order. 

Apparently, the intention behind it was to encourage coastal traffic 
and not to emphasise ‘origin of cargo’. 

(v) . We are an Indian party. We carry cargo for an Indian customer 

viz. the Indian Oil Corporation. We carry the said cargo from one 
Indian port (viz. the Raradip Rort) to another Indian port (viz. CRT/ 
HDC). That the cargo involved is ‘Customs-bonded’ is not of any 
material significance. What is of significance is the fact that it had 
entered the Indian port of Raradip and landed there. 

(vi) . It is also noteworthy that our vessel carrying the said 'bonded 

cargo’ from the Raradip Rort to the CRT/HDC are being treated 
as ‘coastal’ by the Raradip Rort Trust 

(vii) . The Order in reference of the TAMR has five operative clauses. 

From the wording of the clauses, it is apparent that Clauses 3(i) to 
3(iv) refer to vessels having ‘Coastal Voyage Licenses’ involving 
conversions with reference to cargo operations. Clause 3(v) ibid 
obviously refers to cases of dedicated coastal v^els. Our 
vessel is covered by ‘specified period licences’; and, as such, 
they fall in the category of dedicated coastal vessels. That being 
so, paragraphs 3(i) to 3Civ) of the TAMR Order are not at all 
relevant to our case; we are covered only by paragraph 3(v). The 
CRT has misapplied the TAMR Order in our case. 
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INDIAN OIL CORPORATIOW 

(viii). The intention behind the TAMP Order was obviously to promote 
coastal trade. Apparently, there was no intention to emphasise 
‘origin of cargo’. The CPT is misapplying the Order. 

Cix). All the vessels engaged by us are ‘coastal’ in status, dedicated to 
coastal trade. The Director General of Shipping has certified 
them to be so also. Significantiy, the Paradip Port Trust and the 
Visakhapatnam Port Trust also treat them as such. 

(x) . The CPT also was earlier treating our vessels as ‘coastal’. They 

have changed their classification with reference to the TAMP 
Order. 

SHIPPING CORPORATION OF INDIA 

(xi) . The concessions given to ‘coastal* traffic are in respect of vessel- 

related charges (VRC). How can VRC be covered by nature of 
cargo? This is total distortion of billing by the CPT. 

(xii) . Nature of vessel must be the sole criterion for determining 

concessions in VRC. ‘Origin of cargo’ has no relevance at all. 

(xiil). There was no need for the TAMP Order. If there was any error in 
classification, it could have been dealt with in different ways. 
Unnecessary complication has been introduced by mixing vessel- 
related and cargo-related charges. 

CALCUTTA PORT TRUST 

(xiv) . The CPT has not ignored the spirit of the TAMP Order. On the 

contrary, it has gone ipso facto by the Order which emphasises 
coastal cargo. 

(xv) . In this case, VRC cannot be seen totally in isolation. Reference 

to cargo-related charges (CRC) is necessary to decide on actual 
conversion and actual levy of tariff. 

(xvi) . In tariff fixation, ‘what tiie traffic can bear’ is a relevant principle. 

Nature of cargo is a factor relevant to its value. ‘Coastal goods’ 
has been defined in the Customs Act. 

(xviO. ‘Foreign-going vessels’ have a higher capacity to pay. The 
vessel in reference is foreign going. They were only converted 
temporarily. They cannot, therefore, be taken to be ‘dedicated 
coastal vessels’. Section 3(16) of the Merchant Shipping Act 
defines ‘home trade ships’; only such ships can be called 
‘dedicated coastal vessels’. 
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It has also be recognised that the ship in reference has a GRT 
greater than 3000 MT which is the limit prescribed under Section 
3(16) of the Merchant Shipping Act for ‘home trade ships’. 

(xviii). In any case, the certification for the vessel in reference is only 
intermittently available. They have been calling at the CRT/ HtX 
even during the ‘gap periods’. 

(xix) . The ship in reference did not carry goods for home consumption. 

They had, in terms of ttie Customs Act, therefore, to be treated as 
‘foreign-going’. 

(xx) . Clause 2.26 of the Scale of Ratos was amended by the TAMP 

Order. That being so, there can be no question of our 
misinterpreting or misapplying either the Order or the Scale of 
Rates. 

(xxO. We do not agree that the TAMP Order was intended mainly for 
‘coastal voyage ships’ involving conversion with reference to 
cargo operations; and, ttiat only paragraph 3(v) applies to the 
vessel in reference. An Order has to be read in toto. What is 
given In paragraph 3(ili) cannot be extinguished by paragraph 
3<v). The Applicants are distorting interpretation of the TAMP 
Order. 

(xxii). We corrected our billing with reference to the TAMP Order. But, 
HOC started charging foreign-rates In such cases from 1997 Itself 
on the basis of a letter from the Ministoy of Surface Transport 
requiring the major ports to charge ‘foreign-rates’ In such cases. 

8. With reference to the totality of information collected during the 

processing of this case, and on the basis of a coiiective application of mind, the 
fcrilowing position is seen to emerge: 

(0. The problem under discussion is made out to have been caused 
by this Authority’s Order dated 2 June 98 about classification of 
vessels as ‘coastal’ and ‘foreign-going’. But, it must be pointed 
out that the problem has been caused not by the Order but by its 
interpretation and application by the OPT. ^ that as it may. It is 
ironic that an order meant to clarify a position should have given 
an opportunity tor achieving the opposite. 

Oi). It is not correct to say, as has been argued by the SCI, that there 
was no need for such an order. In fact, there was a specific 
demand for introducing uniformity of definitions and approach in 
the matter at all the major ports. 

(iii). As has been rightly stressed by the Applicant and the Indian Oil 
Corporation, and as has been stated In the body of the Order 
itself, the impugned order was passed by this Authority with the 
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specific intent of encouraging coastal traffic. This was done with 
reference to the stated governmental policy of promoting coastal 
traffic by giving concessions in vessel-relat^ charges. 


(iv). Vessel-related charges are levied with reference to the status of 
the vessel. The status of a vessel is determined by its 
Certification. The nature of cargo or ‘origin of the cargo' has no 
relevance in this context at all. 


(v) . For matters relating to vessels in the context of tariff, the Major 

Port Trusts Act and the Merchant Shipping Act are the relevant 
Statutes; provisions of the Customs Act cannot be brought in to 
override their prescriptions. 

Significantly, as has been pointed out by M/s. Shiva Marketing 
Limited, for purposes of cargo-related charges, there is no 
distinction between ‘coastal* and ‘foreign* cargo; or, any 
reference to the Customs Act It is not clear, therefore, why the 
CPT suddenly introduced a concept of ‘origin of the cargo’ for 
determining vessel-related charges at that 

Possibly, the CPT understood the impugned order to amount to a 
total supersession of ail the relevant clauses in its Scale of Rates. 
Some indication to this effect was available in the arguments 
advanced at the joint hearing. It will, therefore, be necessary to 
specify that the 2 June 98 Order was only to Introduce some 
clarifications about the conversion process and not to supersede 
any basic provisions already available in the Scale of Rates. 

(vi) . Admittedly, the vessel in reference here is duly covered by such 

Certification from the Director General of Shipping. There should, 
therefore, have been no doubt about its status in the face of such 
definite documentation. Even if, as alleged by the CPT, the 
Certification was only intermittently available, there should have 
been some problem In treating this vessel as ‘coastal* only during 
the ‘gap periods’. It Is not clear why the CPT has chosen to 
discredit the certification altogether. 

Significantly, the Visakhapatnam Port Trust and the Paradip Port 
Trust are reported to be recognising this vessel as ‘coastal* 
vessel based on the same Certification and with reference to the 
same (or, similar) cargo, interestingly, the CPT itself had earlier 
been recognising it as ‘coastal’ vessel! 

(vii) . The CPT argument that vessel-related charges cannot be seen 

totally in isolation is not correct Its insistence on reference to 
cargo-related charges to decide on actual conversion and actual 
levy of (vessel-related) tariff is incomprehensible. 
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The argument that the nature of cargo is relevant to its value 
which is necessary for fixing the tariff on the principle of ‘what the 
traffic can bear' is valid. Only, this is relevant to cargo-related 
charges and not to vessel-related charges. 

(viiO. The CPT argument relating to ‘home trade ships’, ‘goods for 
home consumption’, etc., are not germane to the issue in focus, 
and are not, therefore, gone into. 

(ix) . The Applicants’ argument about paragraph 3(i) to 3(iv) of the 

impugned Order of this Authority referring to ‘coastal voyage 
licenses' and only paragraph 3(v) ibid referring to ‘specified 
period licenses' is also misplaced. The Order is meant to cover 
all cases of conversion to ‘coastal’ status as follows: 

> Conversion, on the basis of a Customs Conversion Order 
of an Indian vessel with a general license. 

> Conversion, with reference to a ‘Specified Period License’ 
issued by the Director General of Shipping, of a foreign- 
going’ vessel. 

> Conversion, with reference to a ‘Coastal Voyage License’ 
issued by the Director General of Shipping, of a ‘foreign- 
going* vessel. 

Paragraph 3(v) ibid was meant to cover cases of Indian vessels 
register^ only for ‘coastal’ runs. That was why it was stated 
therein that, in such cases, no other documents would be 
required. It was not meant to cover any cases of ‘converted 
vessels’ at all. 

The reference of loading and unloading of cargo was made in our 
earlier order of 2 June 98 to specify the process of giving effect to 
the Conversion Order / Licence in respect of toreign-going 
vessels. In other words, the cargo loading / unloading aspect 
should be seen as a ‘conversion factor' and not as a 
‘characteristic feature’ of the status of the vessel. 

(x) . As earlier stated, the specific intent of the 2 June 98 Order was to 

promote coastal traffic. For purposes of vessel-related charges, 
in terms of the provisions of toe Merchant Shipping Act, ‘coastal’ 
has to be taken to mean from one Indian Port to another Indian 
Port’. The nature of cargo or its origin will be of no relevance for 
this purpose. So long as toe voyage is from one Indian Port to 
another Indian Port, it will remain ‘coastal’ irrespective of whether 
toe vessel carried indian or foreign cargo. That the vessel in this 
case was carrying Customs-bonded cargo cannoL therefore, be 
of any consequence to classification of toe vessel. As earlier 
stated in paragraph 5(vi) above, vtoat is significant is toe tect that 
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the said foreign cargo had entered the Indian port of Paradip and 
landed there. 


(xQ. At the Joint hearing, the CPT has incidentally referred to an old 
communication from the Ministry of Surface Transport to the 
effect that cases of such ‘transhipped cargo’ should be deemed 
to be cases of ‘foreign^going’ vessels. This instruction appears to 
have been the consequence of an audit objection about loss of 
revenue caused by wrorrg classification of vessels. In the light of 
what has been stated above, the said communication cannot be 
said to have correctly appreciated the legal position. In any case, 
an executive circular of the Government cannot restrict the scope 
of statutory jurisdiction of this Authority. 

9. In the result, and for the reasons given above, the Authority 
allows the application submitted by M/s. Shiva Marketing Limited and rejects 
the contentions of the CPT. 

10. The CPT is dir^ted to treat the vessel in reference as ‘coastal’ 
for the purpose of charging vessel-related charges with effect from 1 July 98. 

11. Notwithstanding the fact that this case is disposed of by this 
Order, it will be necessary to consider a possible elaboration of the 2 June 98 
Order to remove all ambiguities and inadequacies of expression. This Authority 
will take a total view in the matter separately taking also into account the other 
Issues in this connection raised by some other ports. 


S. SATHYAM, Chairman 
(Advt/IlI/IV/Exty/143/2000] 
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